IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
SEVENTH JUDICIAL e
COUNTY OF SPARTANBURG »REC%{E

Patrick Strozier #119519, 2011-CP-42-382Y - 620w

Applicant, - it
pplicant 5,C. Supreme Court

V. CONDITIONAL ORDER OF DISMISSAL

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

State of South Carolina, ;
)
)
)

Respondent.

This matter comes before this Court by way of an application for post-conviction relief filed
September 12, 2011, and amended November 4, 2011.! Respohdem made its Return and Motion to
'Dismiss on or about January 9, 2013.

I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY L

g1z

i

Tﬁe Applicant is presently confined in the South Carolina Department of Correctié;s p1§r§uantno
orders of commitment of the Clerk of Court for Spartanburg County. The Applicant waSmdlcrf\gd at-tixé‘ 5—
January 1984 term of the Court of General Sessions for Spartanburg County for kiﬁhap:glg and
criminal sexual conduct, first degree (1984-GS-42-0239). He was represented by Ch.éi-rl‘ie cS‘\énders,
Esquire. On Isebruary 7,1984, the Applicani pled guilty as indicted. The Honorable Paul M. Moore
sentenced him to confinement for life fo.r kidnapping and thirty (30) years concﬁrrent for crinﬁna] sexual
conduct. Upon information and belief; the Appl(icant did not appeal his conviction.

Upon information and belief, the Applicant filed an initial PCR application, which was denied

and dismissed on June 24, 1994. The Respondent also believes that the Applicant filed a timely notice

1 Respondent notes that the amended application appears to simply be a duplicate of the first application. The Applicant, on
March 13, 2012, also forwarded a copy of an application that appears to have been filed in Richtand County on December
19, 2011. Respondent further notes that this application includes a Motion for a Change of Venue, Motion for Judicial
Notice, Motion to Supplement the Proceedings, Motion to Consolidate, Motion for Class Action Certification, Petition to
Remove, and a Motion to Appoint Federal Counsel pursuant to ADA and Complexity of Case. Applicant appears to have
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of appeal, and a brief was submitted pursuant to Johnson v. State, 294 S.C. 310 364 S.E.2d 201 (1988)
The Petition was denied on May 5, 1989.

2000-CP-42-2176

The Applicant subsequently filed a second application for post-conviction relief (PCR) onlJ uly

27, 2000. In that application, Applicant alleged he was being held in custody unlawfullyv for the

following reasons:
1. Subject Matter Jurisdiction —
2.

“Defective Indictments”; and
Ineffective Assistance of PCR Counsel

An evidentiary hearing was convened on July 31, 2002. Upon information and belief, the

Applicant was present and represented by Edwin C. Haskell III. The Honorable Donald W. Beatty
denied the application by written Order dated February 9, 2003

The Applicant filed a timely Notice of Appeal. Following the submission of a brief pursuant to

Johnson v. State, 294 S.C. 310, 364 S.E.2d 201 (1988), the South Carolina Supreme Court dmmssed

the appeal on March 4, 2004. The Appllcants pro se request for a rehearing was demed onn'é_gpul 7
2004. The Remittitur was also 1ssued April 7, 2004.

g

e

2004-CP-42-3321 _ '. )
—_—-
N The Applicant subsequently filed a third application for post—conwcnon relief (PCR) on

September 30, 2004. In that apphcatlon Apphcant alleged he was being held in custody unlawfully for
the following reason:

1. Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction.

An evidentiary hearing was convened on October 27, 2005. The Applicant was present and

represented by John G. Reckenbeil, Esquire. The Respondent was represented by Molly R. Crum

Assistant Attorney General: Finding the circuit court clearly had subject matter jurisdiction and all other

requested to have his case remanded to the New York Federal Court system
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claims were successive and time barred by the statute of limitations, the Honorable Roger L. Couch
denied the application by written Order dated January 4, 2006.

A pro se Notice of Appeal was subsequently filed on February 7, 2006. The South Carolina
Court of Appeals dismissed the Applicant’s appeal pursuant to Rule 227(c), SCACR, in an Order dated
March 16, 2006. The Remittitur was issued on April 3, 2006. |

Applicant’s Current PCR Application |
IL

In his cui'rent application for post conviction relief the Applicant alleges that he is being held in

custody unlawfully for the following reasons:
| 1. Violation of 10", 5", 6™ and 14™ Amendment rights,
2. Due Process Violations,

3. Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction, and
4. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel. -

lﬁl

Before this Court are the records of the Spartanburg County Clerk of Court regarding tﬁ;,:subject‘ ‘

convictions, the Apphcant s records from the South Carolina Department of Correctlons Apﬁhcant 5

prior PCR records Apphcant s current PCR application and amendments and Respondent s Regm and

(%]
Motion to Dismiss. o

I1. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
Statute of Limitations
This Court ﬁndis that this Application. fof Post-Conviction Relief should be summarily dismissed
_ for failure to conﬂply with the filing procedures of the Uniform Post-Conviction Procedure Act. S.C.
Code Anﬁ. § 17-27-10 to —I 60 (2003). S.C. Code Ann. §17-27-45(a) reads as follows:
An application for relief filed pursuant to this chapter must be filed within one
year after the entry of a judgment of conviction or within one year after the

sending of the Remittitur to the lower court from an appeal or the filing of the
final decision upon an appeal, whichever is later.
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The South CarOliria Supreme Court has held that the statute of limitations shail apply to all applications
filed after July 1, 1996. Peloquin v. ‘Staie, 321 S.C. 468, 469 S.E.2d 606 (1996). The Applicant was
convicted of the offenses he challenges in this Application on February 7, 1984. The Applicant was
therefore required to file the application before February 7, 1985. .This Application was filed on
September 12, 2011, which-was over 25 years beyond the time that the statutory filing period had
- expired. |

A motion for summary judgment may properly be used to raise the ciefense of statute of

limitations. McDonnell v. Consolidated School District of Aiken, 315 S.C. 487,445 S.E.2d 638 (1994).

In addition, S.C. Code Ann. §l7-27-7i)(c) (2003) authorizes the Court to "grant a motion. by either
party for summary dispbsition of [an] application when it appears from the pieadingé ... that there is no
genuine iséue of material fact and the inoving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law."

Theréfore, this Court finds that the application for pdsf-conviction reliefis summanly dismissed
for failure io file within the time mandated by statute.

~o
=2
[V )
Laches «
o
=
~T

-

Additionally, this Court finds this application is barred under the- doctrine of lak;hes. “The ;
Applicant has filed this application over twenty-five (25) years after he was cimvicted. The_idocu*i‘;ﬁae of | "
laches bars the Applicant from raising these allega'iions in a post-conviction relief application. /Eé&ent
some explanation or justification for the delay in seeking_ post-conviction relief, laches will prevent an
Applicant from seeking collateral revieW of his conviction; especiaily where the délay affects the

availability of evidence to refute the applicant's claims. McElrath v. State, 276 S.C. 282, 277 S.E.2d

890 (1981); Honeycutt v. Ward, 612 F.2d 36 (2nd Cir. 1979). Whitehead v. State, 352 S.C. 215, 574

S.E.2d 200 (2002).

To ensure finality of litigation, our courts require reasonable diligence in pursuing collateral
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. . . e o . o
relief. This requirement "guards the state's legitimate expectation that it will not be catled upon without
: he

due cause, to defend the integrity of convictions that occurred many years ago, where. records and
witnesses are no longer available.” McElrath, 276 S.C. at 283. Rule 9(a) of the Federai Habeas Corpus
Act recognizes the doctrine of laches. The Rule states in pertinent part:

A petition may be dismissed if it appears that the state of which the Respondent is an
officer has been prejudiced in its ability to respond to the Petition by delay in its

filing unless the Petitioner shows that it is based on grounds of which he could not
have had knowledge by the exercise of reasonable diligence before the circumstances -
prejudicial to the state occurred. '

Furthermore the South Carolina legislature has recognized this problem and instituted a one year
statute of limitations. See S.C. Code Ann.§17-27-45(a). The Applicant's delay has greatly prejudiced
the Respondent. It is questionable whether the attorneys will remember the case and whether their files

will be available. If the Applicant had sought post-conviction relief within a reasonable time after his

plea, neither of these problems would exist. Therefore, the Court finds that the Appl@tiog\iijsi
SRR B

summarily dismissed based on the Applicant's lack of diligenice in processing his clairr":l"}for ngjief. :

i

R
-

Successiveness

Ot

This Court finds that the current application for post-conviction relief must be sungany

dismissed because it is successive to his prior application for post-conviction relief. S.C. Code Ann.
§17-27-90 provides that:

All grounds for reliefavailable to an application under this chapter must
be raised in his original, supplemental or amended Application. Any
ground finally adjudicated or not so raised, knowingly, voluntarily and
intelligently waived in the proceeding that resulted in the conviction or
sentence or in any other proceeding Applicant has taken to secure relief,
may not be the basis for a subsequent Application; unless the court finds
a ground for relief asserted which for sufficient reason was not asserted
or was inadequately raised in the original, supplemental or amended
‘Application. '

|
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Successive applications are disfavored and the burden is on Applicant to establish that any new-

ground raised in a subsequent application could not have been raised by him in a previous appliéation.

Foxworth v. State, 275 S.C. 615, 274 S.E.2d 415 (1981); Aice v. State, 305 S.C. 448, 409 S.E.2d 392

(1991); Amold v. State/Plath v. State, 309 S.C. 157, 420 S.E.2d 834 (1992).
| This Court finds that the current éllegations were or could have been raised in the proceeciings ‘
based on Applicant‘s prior application for post-conviction relief and thus the current applAicati(.)n is
successive and barred under S.C. Code § 17-27-90. Applicant has failed to establish sufficient reason
why he could not have raised his current allegations in his previous application for post-cénviction
rélief; therefore, he has failed to meet the burden imposed upon him. 'Land v.'State, 274 SC 2‘43, 262
S.E.2d 735 (1980); Aice, 305 S.C. 448, 409 S.E.2d 392; Amold v. State/Plath v. State, 309 S.C. 157,
420 S.E.2d 834.
Res Judicata

Further, this Court finds this application is barred under the doctrine of res judicata. Res

~o

Judicata prohibits subsequent actions by the same parties on the same issues. Bell v. Bennett, 367 S.C.:
S - R

286,414 S.E.2d 786 (Ct. App. 1992). A final judgment on the merits in a prior action bars su@equé‘r‘it':

consideration of those issues in a new action. Foran v. USAA Casualty Ins. Co., 31 l SC 139, 427
S,E.Zd 918 (Ct.}App. 1993). Res Jjudicata also bars any issues that could have been raise;i in th'zformer
action. [d.

The Applicant had a full opportunity to litigate all allegations regarding ineffective assistance of
counsel in prior post-conviction relief proceedings. The Petitioner continues to raise the same meritless
clain;ls by repeated collateral attacks on his convictions. The other grounds present al{dgations'that

could have been raised in those prior proceedings. The public interest in finality of judgments requires

that litigation must eventually come to an end. Pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP, this Court finds that
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the current application is summarily dismissed as these claims as barred by res Jjudicata.
Summary |
Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §17-27-70(b), the Court intends to dismiss this Appli‘cation with
prejudice unless the Applicant provides specific reasons, factual or legal, why the Application shoﬁld
not be dismissed in its entirety. The Applicant is granted twenty (20) days from fhe date of sel,'vice-of

this Order upon him to show why this Order should not become final. The Applicant shall file any

reasons he may have with the Spartanburg County Clerk of Court and shall serve opposihg counsel at

the following address:

Suzanne H. White, Esquire
Office of the Attorney General

P.O. Box 11549
Columbsia, SC 29211 '
AND IT IS SO ORDERED this ﬁ”ﬁay of Aai?i , 2013,

dministrative Judge — Common Pleas
Seventh Judicial Circuit

M_, South Carolina =

6E0IHY 42 Ny gy
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| %partanhurg County

Spertanburg County Court House Phc;ne ®64) 596-2591

180 Magnolia Street .
P. O Boy 3483 Fax (864 596-2239
Spartanburg, SC 29304-3433
M. Hope Blackley
Clerk of Tourt
&5, 2013
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA : IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF SPARTANBUBG

7™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

S heeic

. \ &S |

Applicant cxxseW}ﬁ
% CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Respondent

I certify that, on this date, | served a copy of t

In this action dated _ \" 93 a-gb B on

\ - 22—

By 'mailing to him/her, at his/her last known address, by depositing it in the U.S. Mail, in an envelope with
sufficient postage affixegnaddressed as follows:

o N

s -0y - Q@&s&%

(Date)/ ‘ . (Signatur\r?




%partanhurg Qtuunty

~ Spartanburg County Court House
180 Magnolia Street
P. O Box 3483
Spartanburg, SC 29304-3483

Phone (864) 596-2591
Fax (364) 596-2239

M. Hope Blackley
Clerk of Court

6@1;;. 4, >0\

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

OUNTY OF SPARTANBURG | |
2000 7™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

| Applicant | A \LQSlC’ | . CASE #M ('éa yg?_)
%, ‘ CERTIFICATE OF SERV!CE

Respondent ,
J

[~
| certify that, on this date, | served a copy of the ’ LQ, U/dﬁ_l/
In this action dated %’ZD ., Z{ )|5 : Cf)\—q-’l':_}

A2

By mailing to him/her, at h|s/her last known address, by depositing it in the u.s. Manl in an envelope with
sufficient postage affixed, addressed as follows:

_CL\;_&/\}\U\U)A_/
ﬁh “.'u,\m-
o S,

-

mes | | W&M&d\

(Date) - (Slgnature)




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) SEVENTH JUDI E@E%UITJ;. ; -\i-\

COUNTY OF SPARTANBURG

e

NOV - 6 ;5

Patrick Strozier, #119519, 2011-CP-42-3923
Applicant, s'c-'supf eme C¢ i
v, FINAL ORDER

State of South Carolina,

Respondent.

e’ N N e’ N S e N’ N’ N

This matter comes before this Court by way of an application for post-conviction relief filed
September 12,2011 and amended November 4, 2011 " fdllowing a Motion for Merger and an Order
of Merger, which was signed on October 1, 2012.2 Réspondehf made its Return and Motion toﬂ
Dismiss on or about January 9, 2013, requesting that the application be summarily dismbiésed.

Pursuant to this request, and after reviewing the pleadings in this matter and all of the reéords
gtfached thereto, this Court issued a ponditional O'rder of Dismissal dated Jahuary 23, 2013,
provfsionally denying and dismissing this action, while giving Applicant twenty (20) dyays ﬁom the
date of service of said Order in which to show why the dismissal should not become final. Attached .

to this Final Order and incorporated herein by reference is an Affidavit of Service Februas£3, 2@ 3, w

te
)

serving the above-mentioned Conditional Order of Dismissal on the Applicant.

HY 929nye

| This Court notes that the second application, which is now considered to be an amendment, appears fo simply be a . i
duplicate of the first application. . : ~ S A3
2 The Applicant, on March 13, 2012, also forwarded a copy of an application with multiple Petitioners that appears (0"
have been filed in Richland County on December 19, 201 1. This Court notes that this application includes a Motion fora .
Change of Venue, Motion for Judicial Notice, Motion to Supplement the Proceedings, Motion to Consolidate, Mation for
Class Action Certification, Petition to Remove, and a Motion to Appoint Federal Counsel pursuant to ADA and
Complexity of Case. Applicant appears to have requested to have his case remanded to the New York Federal Court
System. Because this was improperly filed in Richland County, this Court does not consider this document as an

application pertinent to this matter.

L

-
S
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" Ina document captioned “Applicant’s Motioﬁ for Appointment of Counsel,” filed December
17,2012, Applicant argues that he should be.appointed counsel in this matter because he is indigent.
Applicant also includes a request for the grand jury impanelment documents relevant to his
conviction and sentence. Applicant submittéd the identicaldocumems to Respondent on January 10,
2013.

In documents ;aptioned “Applicant’.s Motion for After Discovered Evidence,” and
“Ap;;licant’s Motion In Opposition to Defendant Motion to Dismiss,’; filed February 15, 2013,
Applicant argues that his application s_hould not be summarily dismissed based on the Statuté of
Limitations, the Doctrine of Laches, the Doctrine of Successiveness, and the Doctrin‘e of Res
Judicata. Applicant first states that he was deprived of his right tb a préliminary hearing. Because a
hearing was not properly conducted, Applicant claims, the indictment was fllegal and the Court did
not have jurisdiction over Applicant at the time of his conviction. Applicant Aalleged newly
discovered évidence, but offered no descﬁption of the evidence, and then req:Jested review of his
previous.post-convictién relief denial under 60(b) because of fraud, misrepresentation, or other
misconduct.

Applicant further alleges that the statutes cited in his arrest warrant are vague,3 and
Applicant’s conviction thereunder is thus a violation of Applicant’s Equal Protection rights. In
~ support, thev Applicant attached copies of the arrest warrants in his case. This Court finds the
following- cases to be dispositive: State v. Smith, 275 S.C. 164, 166, 268 S.E.2d 276, 277 (1980)
(holding that the South Carolina kidnapping statute is not unconstitutional]y vague) and _S_m |
Gambrell 274 S.C. 587, 589, 266 S.E.2d 78, 80 (1980) (“A penal statute whlch is arguably

unconstitutional in some of its applications will not be overturned where it is clearly apphcable to 1he

3 Applicant was convicted under S.C. Code Ann. §§ 16-3-910 (Kidnapping), 16-3-651 (Criminal .Sexual Conduct
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accused.”).

This Court has reviewed Applicant’s responses to the State’s Conditional Order of Dismissal
_in its entirety, in conjunction with the original pleadings, and finds that a sufficient reason has not
been shown why the Conditional Order of Dismissal should not become final. This Court finds that
Applicant’s current Application is successive to Applicant’s two previously filed applicationsj and
Applicant’s current application was filed outside the Statute of Limitations.
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that, for the reasons set forth in the Court’s Conditional
Order-of Dismissal, the Application for PCR .is hereby denied and diémissed with prej udicé.
This Court cautions Applicant that he must file and serve a notice of appeal within thirty (30)
days from the receipt by counsel of written notice of entry of judgment to secure the appropriate
appellate review. See Rule 203, SCACR. Your attention is- directed to South Carolina Appellﬁte

Court Rule 243 for appropriate procedures for appeal.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this o ’Vday of 4& ,2013.

.

R?(f' Couch
Administrative Judge — Common Pleas

Seventh Judicial Circuit it 4

M, South Carolina. =

~ -
. e

90 : 11KV 92 90V £iae

Definitions), and 1-6-3-652 (Criminal Sexual Conduct in the First Degree).
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Post Office Box 21787 - Columbia, South Carolina 29221

Pursuant to Rule 4(d)(2), SCRCP, the Director of the South Carolina Dei:artm‘ent of
Cortrections has designated g “ s L # (Server) as his duly authorized agent for the
purposc of making service of) the 51gned Conditional Order of Dismissal on the below named

individual.

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) . AFFIDAVIT OF PERSONAL SERVICE
COUNTY OF MY comicle ) | |

On this _5 day of £; BNewax =7 2013, 1 served the sighed Conditional Order of

Dismissal on Inmate Patrick Strozier ___, SCDC No. __119519 , by delivering personally and
leaving a copy of the same at M N@PPRTAN Correctional Institution, MCC T L

' ﬁfmﬁs{, South Carolina. Deponent is not a party to this action.

//MJ(M"

@bC Server
SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME
This 5 day of 9 A , 2013
Q@-« e 7\2 Yoeny LS)
%/uy Public for Soutd Carolird
commission expires g0 (1 20t
_ R
ADMISSION OF SERVICE . ' %’

- s
Qervxce of a slgned copy of the Conditional Order of Dlsxmssal at the S.C. Dcpqxtmcr&‘pof ?

Corfectional Institution, Me Co\’x\m( |\ Coggty, ﬂ‘

Corrections, M ( arvuc X

South Carolina, this 4 day of _felris g 2013

Inmate Sngnarure
SCDC No. 119519

v

2011-CP-42-3923
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S < x \'.Jas : o | . ' ' .
. ' S o . ' ' qatif‘orm Warrant Number(s) -

2978668

NOTICE TO CLERK OF COURT o
AND b

n710007

1

2

3.

SOLICITOR OF JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 4.
S

6

Please take notice that a preliminary €xamination has been‘
demanded in writing in the case of:

The State vs.' - Patrick Stoziexr,James 0 Crdckett,Lamar Green

The criminal act(s) charged in this case is/are:

\
Egﬁnappiggi_lst deg crim sex condt.,

The defendant in this criminal action is represented by :

Now, therefore, it is ordered that the defendant named above be
granted a preliminary~examination to be held at this place, time and
date:

November 29, 1983 at 16:00 am

(place, time and date)

11/10/83 . EHO

Date T - Judge
smc :

SEAL

County and District

Copies to: Clerk of Court - White
Solicitor - Yellow
Attorney General - Pink
Summary Court ‘File Copy - Gold

SCCA-M2 (Rev. 10/82)



,This is to advise you that due to new legislation signed by Governpr Riley
on June 3, 1986, you will no longer earn work credits. Section 14 of the Omnibus
Crime Bill states no inmate serving the term of life imprisonment is entitled to
Earned Work or Earned Educational credité under this provision. All credits
accrued prior to June 3, 1986 will be applied toward your parole date. Any
credits accrued after the above date and all projected credits have been subtracted

from your parole date.

Prior Projected Parole Eligibility Date: <:¥,C)CD {C% El
¥

' . O,
New Projected Parole Eligibility Date: }T 52(% \L1 >
{

L e
= sl 127 S

Witness ' Inmate Name and SCDC Nimber




- G o
MEET Trb 5&44/4/7" LinE Tesr ouTrNED OXN / HE Coauez‘z;“
| | Thax THS R
' Hrts TrdN (4D aoou
UNSIGNED JUupoMENTT / orpERS CrTED )

B

-
Stoud RULE THAT dupe,mENTT  vorD oN 1TI FAcS.

“OID A‘PPWMT LELEIWE DU Process  sF 1AW, u,m)ab

e
ne jowms Coateotusshc (‘,oxzanmno& AL WBLL A3 WD

_UMLL’E-O j’ﬂk’t‘&.‘i &X&ﬂw

° F\,X \Doxr ka, \/dou/e—nbxj

LW WM Amenn meT Vaststiond

‘APP@W @mz\rajrﬁw o RueshT v NOT f&
Supzer o Bx Poer Fhaere ViouaATloNs WAves B s
VIS REGARDED . M rarsRY APPSLLANT WAS IBNTENCS
N LAY wess THE OLD  LAUW WAS 1IN SFESCT AT
Ve Taane ;*{'Pt's&cu&w’l‘ wz‘\ﬂ' ARRESTED | :5) 1. VL0
TRSENING MBS L JouTh O ot schs WA

NoT papenunad | Crtascc, 60 UNTLL 1-%%/40, /@PPELL&W

WAS ALREDY IenTEseE  AND JeRViNe Py TENTEIE

See /cTT/lcCJb% CQOPY NOTLFY 1, A‘PPELU(:W)

j;er g lﬂ& IA(,M}‘%NDI\\A%&(T \/ LDUASTLONS
AJ ) NEWS = 3 T
PPELULANT ConTBNDT VAT dubcu':ﬁ pAru.‘u M,«oo&é) SUCVTBO
Wison CommiTren conaTrREcTvs AMENDMENT Wik "e ALERED
Mvsrawy [ veenmy ] sk Physiéniy Taus NaTURSE of Tws
:OFFE\Néé"‘&iC, Juernr AMeno pmext VIOLATES ’7/7,579 CA-h g 14t

Amenomsnrs oF Tre lireo Jrares [ Jourrt Conorna Consnnertos.



gr"m; V. 6UWU5—, 572 & 2d 309 [ 3¢ App. Zoozj N3, v Foeo Em
922 F2d. 1231 [ 1959 ] TazesFoRE ApPociast RBOUEST Tit3

Lourt przexrion 1 Tt Twe Pevious Post Coacvierts s
o N

Eéf/&ﬁ /4;%05/&{ 77ONC.

W@Mﬁ Uscssivpsss |

Timz B arezd

Aereand correses Trnr Trs LEC 15 4TURE DD -MDT LXTEND
The ITATUTE 5F Limirmrions Fop PosT Clomvicrross FEAEF
AGHIONT  Ag 557 Foprn in Speror 3 17- 27-45 (A). 3.C. Covs
’%*‘“'Cjapf% Z‘?'%l 7> Bar ArPErANT fomima, Sesersxe 47- 27 HI
WEAT INTD BPEST on dury ), 1995 Aer No, 7 PreT H D e
Prer 3771995 3.8, Aers 77, 102, Posvicusey, TrE Doereids
OF LAaewBs Foscd TreE oNy Trmsg RESTRICTION ON APPUCATIEND
For Postr - Convierion RELEFE 356 MELLegtit v SiaT6, 226.
J.c. 282 @zt S 2d 20 (198, In Tres CAsE THeE Lowsr
CouRT RULED TratT SuceE SIVENESS AND Timé O rrezd
/éf‘z%‘w A‘PPUCWM‘( For Fosv Convvierion BP@oais F

IN GENTRAL £ STATUIS 1's forsumeo feo5p SerivE ONCY, NOT
BETRO ACTIVE, UneESS TrorE 15 CoBae, LBGILtATvE 1t ENT TO
THE LONTRARY. [rpeu 7y and CAsutery Ins. (o v Natioxwios

Iaes€o., 278 5.C. 332, 295 5.2 24d. 783 (7982, Lt 152 ATIE 71 At EAT
RECRRDING RETROACTIVITY LS CULBAR WHEN Tit STATUS "1otvel]

No goom For BouBT. " Spwret Cupviisca Narl Banic v Sours Cpeoins
Zax Comuar'se, 297 5.6 2729, 3 76, 3.6 2d 512, F3 (1969). Orwseawnss,
THE LAw 15 Fixeo wWHEN A CAUSE pF Acr10X ACCAUES, AND NO CHANGE




OF THE STATUTES OF LimivarioNI may Be &FF&cred Ly ANy LarsEl

Leatsearion Fixing p pirFeRsnT Pef100. Himsn Srares LPussse(».
v. MeMaris 211 5.0 392, 45 3.5.24.835 33L-32(1992) Guoring AND
upHowING (povse. v. Frovsd o J& 294 37 3.5, 25, 37 (1902) Tress

ARD MEBRELY RULES 5F LonNITEUCTION, Howsvs, wiuicst prust Covs

WAY 7D CEAR LISt arives svtact PEGARDING PeospErw®d o
, " ¥ "o
RETRORCTIVE APPUCAIION.. Tiie5 15 Tl  FARAMOUNT RULE, denes

V. Metts, 302 3.0 142, 394 3.5, 2d.312, 319 (1990)

In Twis cast Apperipsr Hoas OV ELWRELHMINC, BB TACE wetest
StAL SHow Tre BvioencE FREsBxtE0 A7 His J9PY Teiie
Guwry Prtp Iwoueo rxor f5 fesmmrtn yo Irman Tiseroes

APPEUANT LERUEST 4 WRrT oF (oursere 70 65 Lrapirser



y - o
3 TATE oOF jourﬂ é’,f.ee\u,wf )

80 Yy oOF MccoﬁMrct > d&'z/r/f:{c/&—vi oF 5&1&7/rc£
UXT £

T &Tp{,cf(_ Jrer 2sc6 HrvE Sceved uUPox ~I/HE E&5P0x0 EXTT

my Brier Fy DEPosITING THE ORGAAL wrrreiN Tue 7.5, Maie

Fosrase Fee. P Aovecssep A Foreows”

/ HE joer C/Irﬁéuyﬂ jd(/ﬂEME C')auL?“
Lo DaxierL Sneafouss Coser
Po. Box 29/

Coeinis 1A F.C. 2F277

syt S

4
Foarrscte TrrseiEt

5&0@,@4{ AN jz/wwggﬂ Zf BForE ME

Tris él_g_, pay o& O cl - 213 RECBI %

_ - Oc
%%E&g){; s 73 ] 2013
bTALY  Pusese Se sUP,q

EME
MY Lopnwirscion Expiets wj_?_/__/(p 76/ 3 Uar



A/Zﬁ p AT 2ok JT’ go zaEL FHVS 1T

: /0/ £Z"'o,e¢v/wﬁ* fé-‘ﬂfﬁclﬂﬁ e IHST
3 §¢ REDEAPITEN Way )
/(/lrgdr:z/vl/ e t’ j é 2 At

. 74
L coAL Mace

jouru Zka,u,(,{‘ japgfﬂké Ecue'r
e PANIEL jﬂﬁﬂ-ﬁo;‘@'&j Creet
oo Doy (3532
C/ocwwﬂml F 29277

-:/"



